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ABSTRACT 

One purpose of this study was to exaiiine the adequacy 
of existing policies regarding the provision of textbooks in a large, 
suburban school district,. Another purpose was to deternlne'the cost 
of meeting a proposed standard for textbook availability, riamely, 
that every student should be provided with copies of the texts he or 
she uses, in all basic academic subiects. Data were gathered from two 
sources: a survey of teachers and administrators in a sample of 25 
schools and an analysis ot expenditures for textbooks and other 
instructional materials. Results shewed that nfeeds varied sharply by 
both grade level and subject mattjer, with' the greatest needs found at 
the middle or junior high school level. The study also "provides ' 
descriptive. information on' textbook usage for' clasaiocm a,nd 
cut-of-classrooro experiences as well as data on the need for 
supplementary materials. Extensive tables are included and the 
appendix offers an alternative cost analysis and a summary of/A 
findings. (Author/LD) . / 
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BXBCUTiylS SUtMARY 



In Mardh, 1979 p the Departnent of Mucatloiuil *Accounli«blllty^(DBA) con 
ducbeS A study daslgned to provide <h ettlmate of the co^of meeting * 
;propoied itanderd for textbook avelUbility: / .4. 



Every student should hMye his/her own copies 
he/she uses In aU b«slc academic suj^Jects: 



the texts. 



Information was gathered ftom two sources: yC) a survey of the teachers 
and administrators in a balanced sample o^/fS "schools, which was. designed 
to identify both usage patterns and perceived needs relating' to Instruc- 
.t>dnal material^; and (2) an' analysis 9^*^78 expenditures .for textbooks 
and other instructional materials. 

The results of the ^^t analysis ate summarized below: 



Using the assumptions 
the textbook invent 
basic academic sul 



et forth in the report, the total value of 
needed^ to meet the proposed standard in the 
ects is $5.244.842 . ^ 



Depreciating hardback textbooks on a straightline basis over five 
years and Wferback texts on a straightliiie basis over, two years, 
the valiie/c^ the present inventory of texts in the basic academic 
subjec^is $1.494.249 . . . , 

By/lhibtractlng the value of the present inventory from the value 
the inventory heeded to meet the proposed standard, the value 
of the additional inventory needed to meet the proposed standard 
is $3.750.593 . - 

Because MCPS ;iuust Replace depreciated texts at the same time that 
it will be attempting to increase the size of the textbook/ inventory,- 
the total cpBt of reaching the proposed standard is substantially 
more than the value of the needed additxRial inventory. Specifi- 
cally? the cost of building the inventory to the re cfui red lever 
' ove* a per^iod'of five years is $1.528.686 per year. To then , sustain 

the inventory at the desired^ level <will cost $1.363. 660 per year 
' thereafter. . ' 

♦ * ' » • 

It must be stressed that the above cost projections are based upon a series 
of assumptions relating to the mafiner in which «he number of texts students 

'need in 'different subjects was estimated; the manner in which deprdciation 
was computed; the taanner in which inflation and enrollment trends were 
treated; the way d^bsts i^ere computed; and the manner in/which the possibility 
of teachers sharing^ materials was treated. Changes in kny of the assumptions 
which were used could markedly affect- thd cost estlmateV: and, in several 
places, the report indicates the probable effects of adoptitig conflicting 
assumptions. It also must be emphasized that the projected costs relate 
only to expenditures for the basic academic subjects caning from the 01 
Textbook Account. Since expenditures f6r texts in these -subjects have 

' typically consumed about 90 percent of this account,, it should be assumed 
that tH6 total cost of adopting the proposed standard will be from 5 to 10 
percent higher than the estimates provided above. 



th« textbook •tudy alto'yl«ld4d uttful- f liidln|i renting to ttxtbook cottt, 
UMg« p«ttcjr<ki/and porc«lv«d n««di. Among th«9e vara the following: ' 

< o The total coat ot the texta needed by a^tiidenta for all of 
academic .aubjecta are aa followa: " ^ t 

... ■ • ■ J ■ 

elementary a^hool - $ 28*84 per atudent 

middle/ junior' high school - 100.13 per student^ » 

senior high school 5*3,65 per student' 

o Social studies and acience ahare three\lstinctions. Ihey are the 
subjects'* in which: , 



Ta«cher0 and administratori think tha stoat additional 
texts ara naadad. 



«• Taxtbooka moat rapidly become outdated. ^ 

The cost of texts are the highest, 
o At ffll graden.evels in HCPS» a multltext approach predomlnatea/ 

o Significant numbers of teadherb, especially at the elementary 
levjel^ do not use texts in teaohir^g the' basic academic subjects* 

o^ Workbooks and activity kits are used almost univerialiy across 
all subjects and* grade levels. However, their use is the ^ 
greatest b£ the elementary level. / 



Many teachers report wanting additional copies of texts they 
already have, and* copies of textbooks other than those th^y 
presently have. * ^ 

Where additional xopies of texts ^hey already have are wanted, 

teachers reported that phrovlding^ them with additional copies 
would: 

.. Improve the quality and/or variety <5f classroom 

instruction. * ' v 

^ Reducej^rfie use of supplementary materials. 

Where, new series were requested, the qualities most desired were: 

.. Better homework activities. 

.. More complete coveripge or topics* ^ 

.. More up-to-date material. 

• . I^ower reading levels (Junior/ sendteiirhigh only). 



Exhibit 1 summarises textbook needs and costs for meeting the proposed 
standard. It does not include the calculated value of the present 
inventory. Exhibit 2 shows the four key assumptions upon which the 
costing, exercise was based. 

«- « 



Exhibit I 

Preliminary Estimate of Copts 
to Meet Prop'oled Standard 



Entllsh^L^ngwagt Arts 
(includes Reading) 



A 



Foreign Languagt 



I Social Studies 



MatlTciDatica. 



Science 



I WEIGHTED PER PUPIL 
• COSTS 



IhCPS FYBO Enrollment 
Projections 

^ — ■ 

|ProJ#cted Syttea Cost 
(Valuation of Present 
Inventory not Con- 
sidered) 



C osts Per 



El«roer\t*r7* 



# H - 1.23 

# P - 0.93 

1001 " 



H - 0. 68 
#.P - 0.39 

f 5.63 • 
lOOX 



# P 



1.25 
0.A7 



lOOX 



# H - 0.89L 

# P - 0.31 

$ 6.76 
lOOX 



$ 28.84 



45,817 



$1,32.1,362 



$1,321,362 



Middlc/Junii 



Sclfior High 



# It • 

# P ■ 

$ 12.42 
107. 9X 



I B - 1.08 
.# P - 0.67 

$ 10.34 
49.4X 



I.H 
# P 



2.56 
2.95* 



$ 39.*97 
103.81 



# H - 1.51 

# P - 0.05 

$ 12.22 
96.11 



# H - 2.19 

# P - 1.13 

$ 29.27 

97. ca 



$ 100.13 



22,39J 



$2,242,411 



# H - 1.86 
I P - 4.23 

$ 12.97- 
104.01 • 



# R 

# P 



U14 
0.91 



$ 12.10 
34. 4X 



#. H - 0.88 
# P - 1.48 

$ 17.04 
84. 3Z 



* B 

# P 



1.09 
0.21 



$ 10.17 
77.71 



# B - 1.23 

# p -.0.97 



19V> 

4 



% 53.65 



31,334 



$1,681,069 



$3,923,480 



$5.244.84 2 



9 

4 H - average number, of hardbacVi used by individual student 
; ; - verate nu-ber of paperbacVs used by i^J^vidua^ studen 

$ - inventory value of books needed to supply -n i^^ividu.J -^J'^^^^^,. ,ooi) 
1 - percent of students enrolled in courses In subject .re. («.y •'•c' ^ 



Note: -niese represent coits for reaching , inveotory goals for 
the basic academic subjects only. These presently 
consume about 9d% of the 01 Textbook Account. 



Exhibit 2 



/ 



Key Assunptlons Upon Which the Co8tin| Exercise Was Based 



ASSUMPTION #1: Assume, for costing purposes, that the average number 

of different texts . students are presently using in basic 
academic courses is the best costing elen^nt to represent 
. demand. For a class studying a basic academic subject, 



DEMAND - (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) x CLASS ENBOLUIENT 
ASSUMPTION #2: In estimating the. cost of books: 



V 



a) the' mo8t( recent prices should be used; 

b) no allowance for inflation should be made; 

c) ^ costs should be developed for broad subject areas 

(reading/ language arts/English, foreign lang\;(ages, 
social studies, mathematics, science) within type 
of school (elementary, middle/Junior high, senior 
high); and - 

d) (Costs of different media, in this case- hardback books 
and paperback books, should be treated separately. 



ASSUMPTION #3: 



The cost analysis should. not assume that texts will be 
shared between classes. 



ASSUMPTION #4: ^In determining the value of the present MCPS textbook 

inventory, hardback books should be depreciated onva 
8traigly:line basis over five years and paperbacks should 
be depreciated on a straightline basis over two years. 
Hardback books purchased prior to Fy76, and paperback 
books purchased prior Lo FY79 should be valued at zero.. 



ASSUMPTION #5: 



Cost projections should not allow for changes across 
years due to "projected changes in enrollment or inflation. 
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CHA?JfiR' I: INTRODUCTION 




In Msrch," 1979, tj^e 'Department of Educational-Accountability (DEA) conducted 
an evaluation of textbooks and instructional materials needs in the Montgoioery 
County Public Schools (MCPS). The evaluation addressed a number of questions 
regarding current use of textbooks, vorkbookat, and activity kits; needs for 
additional texts; and the costs of meeting textbook^ needs. The purpose of , • 
this report is to present preliminary analyses of the findings "which will 
aid the superintendent and the Board of Education^ in reaching crucial, 
Ijmntediate policy and budgetary decisions. Futur€^ reports will present more* 
detailed analyses of the • findings , .including information on relationships 
between achievement and textbook usage. <r ^ . 

Backg^jmind of the Study 

In meetings on November 14 and 27, 1978, the Montgomery County Board of 
Education discussed and adopted Resolution No. 807-78, "Request for Informa- 
tion About Textbooks and Other Classroom fjate'rirfls, and Requesting Development 
'of Board Policy." On January 9, 1979, a research plan for assessing avail- 
ability and usage of textbooks and supplementary materials in MCPS was ' 
presented ^o the Board of Education, On February 12, the Board" of Education 
approved ,the study presented by the Department of Education Accountability. 

The textbook study has several complementary purposes. First, it determines 
the costs asrfociat:ed with meeting' one. specif ic standard of textbook aVjail- 
abilitV: that feach child ha>;ie hi^/her oV» copies of the texts he/she u6ed^ 
in basic academic subjects. Second, it describes existing patterns of 
textbook usage and'^Wlected aspects of instructional practices. Third, it 
examines current needs, both (fuantitative and qualitative, for textbooks, 
as seen by^teachers, principals, and department heads. 

* K " 

, Procedures 

The study collected data from two major sources: a survey of schools and an 
analysis of previous textbopkand instructional materials costs. The procedures 
for each are described below. 



SURVEY . , 

The survey was conducted in 25 schools sampled randomly from across the county. 
The school simple , balanced for administrative areas, was stratified by type 
of school (elementary, middle/.junior, and senior high) and academic achievemei^t 
as measured by the Iowa Tes.ts of Basic Skills (ITBS). 

Three categories of* school personnel were included in the siirvey: teachers, 
'department head/resource teachers, and principals. Ttie teachers were asked 
tQ fill out a questionnaire regarding practices and needs in selected subjecf 
matters. Department chairmen/resource teachers in the middle/ junior and senior 



irigh^choota were asked to fill put anothe? questionnaire covering textbook 
ordering ancl seiectlon practiccB in tMtit subject arcua. ^ Prlncijial« wore 
interviawtfd ^to gather jpi broad, overall picture of e^iCh ' school , Its needH, 
and'prac'tioies. * , • -^f ■ . « 

• * ' : - • . - 

"ANAIOfSfs •DF.fiOSTS ' * . § * 

• . • .• « 

• .'• • 

To*conpi'leiDent the school^ sdrvey and assess its budgetary implications, per'* 
'Hinit co$t8 for bextbiooks afid mi^terials* of. instruction were determined. To 
gAther' th^'data, t^xe ej^nditur?^. of ihe •^ntgoniery County 3chool^ System for 
'FY78 (thjrlat^eat 'year i^b^^ ^ich comjjlete 'dhta ate^available) we|re examined 
for tl^e. two .bujiget accou|ita--»textbobk8 (Recount ^1). and material^fof ins^rn 
tion (account, #03K^. '5be^ fd^wing ,ty];ie of it|pas: 



• . MextbdoWs: * textlbooks frc^'^e* appr6ve4 liflftS - plus supj)iiemen£ary ^ ' 
^ mater jlals correlated .w*th tnpse4ai)pfoved^ texts, such as filmstrlps,. 
records,' tapes, kits, transparencies, workbooks^ dittp mastfers, 
manuals, teacher guides, answer books, isolutioi^L* keys, practice 
seta,, tests, prc)grammcd stifppleiii^lits, and 'shorthand dictionaries. 

lii^terials^^olTlttstruction: printed Inatructiorial iiii^t;prials such as 
filmstrips, tapes, and activity kits, and a full r^ge of non-print / 
instruQtional materials and supplies nuch as balance beams, .cdi4^rs, 
sponge )>alls, gl^ss tubing, binders, blottiers, clip boards, blacfc- 
board pointers, pencil sharpeners, staplers, crayons, a|ul pencils*. 

From these accounts^ estimates of per unit costs were determined for each 
major instructional item. The instructional items of central interest* 
were textbooks (hardback atl^ paperback), workbooks, and activity kits. 
The estimates were gathered by school level, and where possible,, subject 
matter. Two basic prbcedurest wete used to derive the per unit measures, 
depending upon the form in whiqh information was availllible. For textbooks, 
i^rtiere*" purchase jtnformation was^ computer accessible, all orders for FY78 ixi 
the textbook account were examined. For workbooks and activitj^ kits, ,it^ 
was necessary to' examine a random sample of purchase orders to* obtain an 
estimate of system costs* ^ ' 




CHAPTER' II: GENERAL DESCRIPTIVE FINblNGS 

* . V . " 

• . ; ■ • 
General descriptive flndlni^s are presented below for three areas: 

o Current usage patterns ^ ^ 

o Additional needs f oy texts * • %> 

Q Costs 'for textbooks and Instructional materials ^ 



IK 



X.- 



Current Usage Pattetns 



.Teachers in the survey were asked about their current practices regarding use 
of textbooks and Instructional matefiafs. This information vas gathered to 
provide general descriptions of current p^ractices and specific information 
required for the development of projected cost estimates « Responses for 
a&].ected items will be discussed' here* Specifically, these data on current ' 
usage are presented for: , ' ^ > 

d Number and variety of materials used in basic academic areas ^ 
o' Homework praxitices, afld - 

\ 

o i^lcross year correlations in textbooks used. 

/ " . ■ * • • ■ 

NUMBER AND VARIETY OF MATERIALS USED ' ' 

Teachters were d|sked to indicate ithe types of materials used in delivering I 
instryction in *Jieir' subject areas. Specifically, usage patterns regarding \ 
textbfcoks (hardback arid paperback), workbooks, and 'activity kits were examined. 
Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 present • their responses. V 

The data show that hardback texts are widely used by teachers at the middle/junior 
high and senior high school levels. At the elementary level, however, the 
use of hardback textbooks is notj as frequent. For reading/ language arts, 
the percent of teachers who do not use hardback textbooks is 22. 4^ for social 
studies, 58.5; for itiatheroatics, 37.3; and for science, 35.4. Where hardback 
textbooks are used by* teachers a mul,titext approach predominates and 
individual students use more< than one textbook during the school year. ■ 

The exhibits alpo show that workbpoks and activity kits lire used almost 
universally by teachers across grades and subjects and that two to three 
activity k£ts are used per clj^ss. ^Deviations from this generalization ^re 
found only for social studies at the •lementary and '-senior high school levels 
and mathematics at t;he senior high level. The finding that teachers make such 
extensive use of workbooks ynd activity kitf is not surprising.; It is of Interest 
however, to investigate' why this is so. In the survey, therefore, teachers 
were 'specif ically, asked why worW)ooks ware needed. Exhibit 4 presents the. 
teao^rs* rt^sponses. ^ 



Exhibit^ 1 




Percent of Teachers Using Hardback JJooks, Paperback 
Books, Workbooks, and Activity Kits at^ Each , ^ 
School Level .and Average Niimber Used 



/ 







Hardl 




Paperbacks 

- . fc 


Workbooks 


• Activity Kits 






7o of 
Teachers 

Using 
Material's 


Average 
Number 
Used 


7o of 
Teachers 
»■ Using 
Materials 


Average 
Number 
Us^ 


7o of. 
Teachers 
, 'using 
Materials 


Average 
Number' 
Used 


7. of 
Teachers ' 
Using 
Materials 


Average 
Number 
Used 


Elementary 


4 


65 :o ' 


2.32 


30.9 


1.5.9 - 


' 83.7 


1.59 


96.9 


* 

3.50 


Middle/ Junior 




91.7 


2.63 


54.t2 


2.00 • 


97.0 


2.00 


.97.0 


2.70 . 


Senior 
4 




86.8' 


1.98 


56.1 


2.59 


86v4 ' 


2.59 


91,2 


3.40 



, • Exjiiblt 2 



Percent of Teachers Reporting Uslug Each Type of Yiaterlal 
by School Level and Subject Matter 



Eng 1 Ish/ Language 
Arts /Reading, 



Hardbacks 
Mid/ 
Jr. 



77! 6 



83.0 



Sr. 



81.8 



Percent Using 



Paperbacks 

Mid/ 



El em. 



40.3 



Jr. 



78.7' 



Sr., 



87.9 



Elem 



86.6 



Workbooks 
Mid/ 

. Jr. 



95.5 



Sr. 



86.4 



Activity Klta 
Mid/ 




Foreign Language 



91.7 



95.? 



41.7 



61.9 



100.0 



•93.7 



Social Studies 



Mathematics 



Science 



17 



41.5 



92.3 



51.9 



24.5 



'82.1 



52.5 



66.6 



100.0 



66.6 



62.7 



65.6 



100.0 



93.5 



97.7 



100.0 



28.9 



18.9 



5.1. 



48.4 



14.0 



48.6 



84.6 



80.0 



92.9 



100.0 



^6.6 



93.7 



100.0 



/ - 



1.9 



i 
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Exhibit 3 



Averlage Number of Textbooks (Hardback and Paperback) 
and Workbooks Used by* an Individual Student 
by Grade Level ^nd Subject Matter 



Subject Area 
y 


Elementary 


Middle/ Junior High 


Senior High 


English /Language Art& 
(Includes Reading) 


T 1 

H - 1.^3 
' P • 0,93 
W - 1.93 


H - 3.04 
P - 2.79 
W - "2.82 




H - 1.86 
P - 4.23 
W - 4.77 


Foreign Language 


A 

♦ ** 


H - 1.08 ' 
P - 0.67 
W - 1.20 


, H - 1.04 ' 
* P - 0.91 
W - 1.18 


Socii|;L Studies 


H - 0.68 
P - 0.39 
W - 1.11 


H - 2.56 
P - 2.95 
W - 1.91 


4 

H - 0.88 
P - 1.48 
W - 0.78 


Mathematics 


H - 1,25 
P - 0.47 
W - 1.13 


H - r.5i 

P - 0.05 
W - 1.50 


H - 1.07 
P - 0.21 
W - 1.33 


Science 


H - 0.89 
P - D.31 
W - 1.20 


H - 2.19 
P - 1.13 
W - 2.10 

-CJ, 


^7— = ' 

1 

H - 1.23 
P - 0.97 " 
W - 1.31 



hardbacks 
P • paperbacks 
W ■ workbooks 
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Exhibit 4 • • 



Reasons for Use of Workbooks;' Percent of • 
Sample Teachers Choosing Eacfe, Alternative Rationale 




Provides in- class a^ctivities not in text 
■ # 

Workbook supplements' text 
Provides information not. in text 
Provides homework activities not in text 
Text supply is inadequate 



ERIC 



The data show that the most prevalent reason's selected for using workbooks 
relat^ to tjieit utility as a supplement to the b^slc classroom text. It is 
also clear that workbook use does not suggest that the supply of textbooks 
is inBdequdte, but rather that the content of the te^tbdoka may be so. In 
addition, while workbooks ^re, primarily delected because pf their contribu- 
tion to in*-claB3 activiti^, about one-* fourth, of the sample indicated that 
they were useful In providing homework assignments f j^,^ 

: . : . ■ ■ : 

4 

HOMEWORK PRACTICES , . ■ 

Several questions regarding homework practices were Included in the survey, 
pata to be reported here focus on tAree issue? — f requency ,of homework 
assignments 4.n a selected subject, materials used in homework assignments 
in this subject, Jind a4equacy 6,f the current textbook supply for homework 
assignments. • Exhibit 5\re sent s » data on the frequency of ^homework assign- 
ments in a single subject by type of Instructional ma'tefial. 

» 

These exhibits show thdt considerable variation exists in the frequency of 
hOmeyork assignments, although very few teachers' (2 percent) do not assign 
' such work using at least one of the materials mentioned. Hardback textbooks 
and worksheets are the moist frequently used for this > purpose and, on the 
average, assignments in a subject area Are given approximately once a week, 
using each of these-aaterials, ' ' ^ 

• 

In response to questions concerning textbook supply, teacher reports indicate 
that an adequate "supply of textbooks exists for such assignments, with 70 
percent indicating that the supply' provided was sufficient for homework to 
be assi^ed ta an entire class , and 88.8 percent indicating that the supply * 
provided was diffident for assignment of homework to instructional groups. 



ACROSS YEAR CORRELATIONS AMONG TEXTBOOKS USED 



The extent to which textbooks from the same serifes or publisher are used 
across grades in the same school was also examined^- To investigate this 
question, teachers and principals were asked to assess the degree to which 
books used in their subjects correlate from year to year (i.e., are part, of 
the same text series, are written by the same author," or published by the 

The data indl/cate that substantial correlations do exist in some arei^ but 
there are clearly differences by bothgradf and subject matter* Y^ar to 
year correlations for mathematics are generally high, especially flit the^^ 
elementary and junior high levels • Correlations are low for^- social studies 
except at the junior 'high level, and elementary social studies appears to 
pose special problems* While relatively low figures are* also found for 
several subjects at the senior high^evel, interpretation of this finding 
is /difficult, as it is not. clear that the program of st^udic^s at this level 
requires the same degree of across year coordination as at the earlier grades 
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Exhibit 3 



/ 



Mean Frequency^ of Homework Assignments In a Single 
Subject Area Using Each l^nstructlohal Material 





Grade Level^ 


Material 


Elemelj^tary 


Middle/Junior 


Senior 


r ' 

Hardback 


2.2^ 


3.52 


\ 3.67 


Paperback 


i.16 


1.57 


1.97 


Workbook 


^ •' 1.22 


1.39 


1.25 


Worksheet 


1.92 


2.84 


2.38 



1 m Never • 
'2 » Less frequent than every 10 days 

3 « Once a week to 10 days (f 

4 « Every two to three ^days 
5' » Four or five days a week 



f 
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Exhibit 6 



• Percent of Respondents Within Grade Level and 
Subject Indicating Year to Year, j 
' , . Correlation of Taxtbooks Used 



ERIC 



• > 


t 

K t AmAn tarv 

» 


— > — • ' ' — 

'Middle/ Junior High 


< 

Senior High 


/^gllsh/Language Arts 
(Includes Reading) . • 


72,7 


» 

75:0 


* * 

t 

56.7 


■ ^ ♦ * ' 
Foreign Language 




90.0 


90.5 , 


Social Studies 


26.4 

< 


64.0 


• 42.0 


Mathematics 


75^4 


si.o 


Y— 

69i8 


' ■■ 

Science 

* 


57.8 


^ 5D.0 

— '-1^ 


A^.5 


♦ 

* 

* 


• 




/ 


1 

t 

r 

1 

» 


f 

4 

9 


1 

« 


* 

< * 




10 


" 23 

V 





' .. * ' Addltlona'^ .Needs . , ^ . ' 

'i- ' - * 

The survey *also looked at additioiwH needs for textbooks. "Need" was 
defined in two ways— nerid for additioikal copies of texts currentJLy in use, 
and need for additional series not presently u^ed. Ebdiibit 7 presents the^ . 
.findings for the overall saiaple. • ' 

These data show that'Wy teachers x^ort wanting some additional textbooks. 
While the need is somewhat greater for new textbook seriesv<po^tive t^^sponses 
ranging ftom 36.2 percent to 51.0 percent of the teacWs sWyed), interest 
in obtaining additional /replacement copies of currently "used series is also . 
present (positive resi^bnses ranging from 21.9 percent to 36. 6 percent).. 

Estimates of need by grade level" aflCt subject matted' also reveal some inter- , 
esting,i)attems. Exhibits 8 and^ 9 present these data.' 

For the subjects considered- the basic academic subjects— thi-^greatest need * 
for texts is consistently reported for science and social studiep. AswiU 
be pointed .out in the next section of this report, these 'also are the ^ubject 
areas in which texts are the most costly. 

A need for additional/'replacement copies of English /language arts/reading 
texts was also reported at the senior high level. For hew textbook series, 
needs vere reported for mathematics texts at the elementary leveV and English/ 
language arts/heading at the senior high level. ' .* 

Principals', department heads' and resource teachers' reports were (Jiiite 
.simil'ar. Tjiey indicated the following: / 

' o Ba^l and supplementary social studies texts are needed at 'al! 
levels * ' • \ 

•o Science texts are needed in the elementary, middle/ junior high, and 
higK*- schools; and supplementary science texts are needed at the 
elementary and junior high levels ^ 

o English /language arts texts are needed at the elementary and senior 
high levels; ii) addition, for the elementary students, more 
spelling texts are desired ^ 

,0 Mathematics texts are needed in the elementary and senior high schools. 

Many, reasons^ were given' for needing^additional textbooks or series. Exhibit 10 
presents the tedcher responses. Over' half- the .teachers wanting additional 
. .te»ts»i felt that increased text availability would improve the quality or 
variiv of clasatoom instruction and that the need for supplemental materials 
coUlfie reduced. A little over one-third also felt that additional copies 
of texts would oreduce teacher preparation time and permit :^ncreased homework 
assignments. 



^The numbers may be an underestimate of need because teachers who are 
not at present using textbooks were not asked to indicate needs for additibnal 
copies of books of new textbook series . 
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Exhibit 7 
fte{>or£e1h 'Textbook I^eds 



J 



• 

« 

<;!rada Level 


# ■ M 

* Percent • Wanting 
Additional *C6pl6(si 
of Sevries 
Presently' iti Use 


Average 
Number of Series- 
/ I^edin^ Additional 


AvM;age 
Number of 
Copies 


, Elementary ' ' o 
• 


36,6 


1,83 • \ 

* 


11.98 


Middle'/Juil^or 


' 21.9 


2.28 . 


16.97 


Senior 


36.6 • 


2.22 


17.81 


V. 


Percent Wanting 
, Series Not 
Presently Used 


Number of Series 
Needed 


Number of 
Copies 


Elementary 


51.0 


^ 1.95 


16.31 


Middle/Jijai^ 


*36.2 


2.00 


24.86 


Senior 


A3. 9 • 


• * 1.99 


22.25 



12 



35 



Exhlbtt 8 

Percent of Teachers' Indicating a Need 
.For Rep iacemeht /Additional Copies of 
\ Currently, Us^d Series , • 



• 

• 




Elementary* 


Middle/Juni'or 


f 

Senior 


TotAl' 


English/Language Arts/ 
Reading 


34.2 7. 


22.7 7. 


' I: * 

. 63.9 7. 


4D..2^ 




Foreign Language 




9.1 


19.0 . 

r 


15.6 


Social Studies 


55.9 


, 22.2 


35.5 


37jy6 




Mathematics 




• 7.7 


11.6 


20.4 




Science 
* 


28.9 


. 43.3 

> 

4 


31.4 


34.0 



V 
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' Exhibit 9 








A 


Percent of Teachers Indicating a Need (J 
For New Textbook Series by Graie and ^Subject Matter 

.-f ' ' ^ .* . • 


• 




; ■ V .. ■ ■ 

English/Language Arts/ 
, Reading 

, s 


Ci lemenL ary 


nxuQxe/ juni*or 


oen>4i£^ 


Total 


t 


46. IX 


"25.07. 


54.2% 


44.0 a 




Foreign Language ^' 




• 36.4 


. 42.9 


40.6 




Social Studies 


64.7 ' , 


47.2 


61.3 


57.4 


N 
• 


Mathematics 


55.0. 


28.2 


20.9 


37.3 


* 


Science * y 


S7.4 - 


50.0 


40.0 

V 


45.6 






♦ 

> 

* 






> 




% * 




1 

> 


« 






% 

■< 


7 

.% 






t 


• 


< 


. • J; * 




■ t 


♦ 


< 


■f 

, . ■ ■ ■' 

p 

1 


• 

« 

14 "'"^ 
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Exhl))ljk 10 



Reasons for Wanting Additional Copies 
of 9urrently Used Texts r \ 



Improve quality of cl^ss instruction 

V 

Reduce supplementary materials 
Improve variety of class instruction 
Reduc4 preparation time 

\ • 

Increase homework ^ 
Reduce time on :a unit 
Other 

Reduce the frequency of assignments 
requiring u^e of library 



l)ecrea8e homework 



r 



Percent Selecting Reason 



63.0 
55.0 
51.5 
38.0 
37.5 
23.0 
22.0 

^ 13.5 
3.0 



Quality Desired In Additional Texts 



; < 







^Better homework ^activities |f , 


. . 58.i 


More complete coverage of to(lic0 * 


• 55.0 


More lip to date materia^ 


53.1 


Lower reading level 


'47.6 


More relevant 


40.0 


/ Better written ^ . 


' c37.0 


Better illustrations 


30.0 


' More homework assignments* 

• 


31.5 


Higher reading level 




Other 


11.4 


" ^ Briefer coverage of topics 





V/here new series were asked for, the reason most frequently given was to pro- 
vide better homework activities. Changes In the content of texts also was 
rated as ejitreitely dcsltable. Over 50 percent of the teachers Indicating a 
need for new series Indicated that they wot^Jd like material which Is nwre up 
to date or has a more complete coverage of topics. This Is consistent. with 
the findings reported earlier, that workbooks are frequently used because they 
provide material not available In existing texts. Principals, departoent 
heads and resource teachers also pointed out that the Introduction of new 
programs such asUhe Instructional System In Mathematics (ISM), as well as othi 
curr'lciiluin changed, 1ias resulted In some texts no longer adequately meeting i 
current Instructional needs «» ' ' 

Another frequently selected reason iox wanting new sferles was to obtain books 
with lower reading levels. Almost 50 percent of the teachers felt this was 
' desirable and principals reinforced this need. The major problem, according 
to the prlnQlpals' reports Is at the middle/ junior and senior high levels, 
where existing textbook series do not meet the needs pf low achieving students, 



Costs of* Textbooks and Instructional Materials 

Raw cost data were gathBred for two budgetary accoutits: the textbook 
account and instructional iflaterials account. Budget allocations for these 
aifeas over the last five^/e#irs are shown in Exhibit 11 ♦ 
« 

Per unit costs were determined for hardback and paperback books', workbooks, 
and activity kit^, using the expenditure data from one of these yeafs^ F^78. 
Highlights of these analyses are prMented ii^ this section^ 

* • 

COSTS OF TEXTBOOKS 

Exhibit 12 presents textbook cost^ by subject and level. 
These datk show that: [ 

o The average per unit cost of ^a bpok issued at the elementary 
level was $4.37 with averages i^anging from $2.51 to $6*61 for 
different subjects. Jlngltsh language arts /reading was the least 
costly basic academic area; science was the most costly. ^ 

o At the. secondary level, >thfi average per unit cost was $5.87, with 
averages ranging from ^.13^ to $8.81. As in the elementary grades, 
for the basic academic/subjects, . English language arts/reading had 
the lowest^ cost; q^ci^ence had th6 greatest cdst« 

o The largest FY78 expenditures at the elementAry level were in 
English language arts/reading ($187,339); followed by mathematics 
($108,443); social studies ($41,142); and science (^39,848). 

o At the seconda^ry level, tjhe largest FY78 expeil^itures were in 
science ($136,738); English language arts/readiHig ($132,582); 
mathematics ($103,538); and social studies ($99,705). 

o About twice as many books were issued at, the secondary level 
(193,395) as at the elementary level (94,442). 



WORKBOOKS . • 

Textbook Account. 

Exhibit 13 present^ the cost analysis for workbooks charged to the textbook* 
account by grade level. Infomation was not available by subject area. 
The data show tjhat: 

o The median costs for workbooks was $1.65 at the elementAry level, 
$2.25 at the middle/Junior high level, and $2.97 at the senior 
high level. , 
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Exhibit 11 

Budgets for Textbooks and Instructional 
Materials Across a Five-Year Period . 




Fiscal Year 
FY 1975 

Elementary 
Middle /Junior 
Senior ' 



FY 1976 
. Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
Senior 



FY 1977 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
Senior 



F^ 1978 

Elementary 
Middle /Junior 
Senior 



FY 1979 

Elementary 

Middle/Junior 

Senior 



Textbooks (QD^ 

271,579, 
217,199 
257,356 



FY 1980 (Proposed) 
Elementary 
Middle/ Junior 
Senior 



319,141 
"249,199 
281, '825 



354,939 

277,^926' 

3'24>tl 



350,060 
299^17 
»2<;680 



403,321 
312,334 
'359,358 



630,295 

447,900- 

626,680 



Per Pupil 
A llocation 

4.98 
6.52 
4.Q2 



'6.08 
7.95 
4.90 



7.30 
9.54 
9.54 



7.30 
10.54 
10.54 



7.81 
11.26 
11.26 



0 

15.00 
20.00 
20,00 



Materials of 
I nstruction: (03) 

719,615 
542,360 
663,968 



869,861 
683; 868 
810,312 



889,449 
783,066 
911,531 



893,551 
791,682 
965,194 



855,220 
f48,484 
1,027,463 



877,853 
748,434 
1,117,056 



^Descriptions Of 



what is purchased In these accounts 'Is Included, on page 2. 



Per Pupil 
AllocatiprL 

10.50 
19.00 
20.80 



13.96 
23.37 
24.7^ 



16.06 
28.26 
29.85 




19.16 
33.71 
35.65* 
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Exhibit Xy 

' Co^tt of textbooks by GraA/^ Level 4md Subject Area 

For FY78 



( t 
/ 

Sub lect 


Number of 
Books Issued 
Prom the 
Division 
of Supply 
Management 


< 

Total Cost 


Averase Cost 


Elenentliry 








Art " / 
Health Education ( 
ESOL 

English/ Language Arts 
Mattunaatlcs 

Science 

Social Studies " ^ 
Special Education , 
Reference Books 

Total Elementary ^ 


2 

^ 331 
855 
50,587 
22,139 
2,214 3 
7,079 ^ 
7,766^ 
163 
' 3.306 


J 13.20 
1,317.28 
2,418.71 
187,338.69 
108,442.97 
11,992.27 
39,848.41 
41,142.36 
461.97 
19.971.23 


$6.60 
3.98 
2.51 
3.70 
4.90 * 
5.42 

5.63 ' 
5.30 
2.83 
> 6.04 


\94,442" ■ 


$412,677.09 


$4.37 

✓ 


Y — ■■ — - 

Secondary / 

Bualn^sa Education 
Art ^ 
)^ Driver Education 
Engl Ish/Langifage Arts 

ESOL 

Foreign Language 

Health Education 

Home Economics 

Industrial Educatiort 

^thematics 

Music 

Reading 

Science 

Social^ ^tudies v 
Special Education 
Cooperative Educat;lonal 

Program • 
Reference Books / 

^ Total Secondary « 

* 


2,269 

428 

605 
38,095 

875 
4,571 

396 

986 " 
2,800 
13,259 

220 

262 
15,513 
13,753 

253 

229 
4.385 


16,748:53 
1,450.78 
4,240.68 
132,583.36^ 
3,051.573 
27,003.89^ 
1,062.32 
8,317.75 
23,857.19 
103,538.39 
1,011.96 
558.36 
136,738.46 
99,705.09 
1,108.05 

1,703.52 
18.105.29 


7.38 . 
3.01 
, 7.01 
3.48 

^5.91 
^ 2.68 
. 8.44 
8.52 
7.81 
4.6« 
2.13 
8.81 
7.25 

*». JO 

7.44 


98,953 


^580,785.19 

•—i 


, $5,87 


. TotA El^entary and Seqondarj 

.A 


^ 19^^,395 


$993,462,28 


$5.14 
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Exhibit 13 



Purd^asing and Cost Data on Workbooks. From 
' the Textbook Account During FY 1978 



• 


Elementary 


Middle /Junior 


Senior 


K-12 


Highest Cost Item, 
Ii>cluded in Analysis 


$ 10.70 


"$ 3^30 


$ 5.25 


* 

• 

$ 10.70. 


Lowest Cost Item 

Included .in Analysis 


.30 


.45 


1.35 


.30 


Median 


^ 1.65 

»' - 


2.25 

<• 

* , _ ... 


2.97 


1.74 

• \ 


Expenditures for MCPS ' 
(Estimated) 




» 


« 




Number of items ordered 


555 


;39 


48 • 

1 

1,104 


613 


Numbet of units ordered 


7.186 


709 


8,65^ 


Cost 


$12,386.12 

* 


$ 1,533.26 


$2,968.67 


$16,311.48 




\ 



<* .Ik 
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o Far more purchaBeB .for workbooks occurred at the elementary 
. level tlian at other levels. Out of the approximately $16,000 
f spent on workbooks for the county, over $12,000 Was spent at 
the elementary level* 

InstrucHonal Materials Account ' 

... ■ \ . •' • . 

The Vcosts ^for workbooks purchased from the materials of instruction 
account during FY78 parall«tl those for the textbook account. The data 
reported in Exhibit 14 show that: 

o The median costs of workbooks at all levels was $1.62 with a 
low of 15 cents and a high of $9. 95. Median costs were $1.55 
at the elementary level, $2; 10 at middle/ Junior high level, 
and $2.40 at the senior high level. ' ' f 

o Far more purchases were made at the elementary level than at 
other levels. Out of the approxlma'tely $65,000 spent^ on work- 
books for the county, oyer $48,200 was at the elementary level. 

Out of the total expenditures of $81,884 for workbooks, 80:1 percent'was 
, expended from the materia ID of instruction account and 19.9 percent* from 
the textbook account. . 



ACTIVITY KITS ' , ^ . 

Exhibit 15 prel^ents the cost data for activity kits. It' shows that: 

o The cost of activity kits decreased from the elementary to the 
senior high school leyel^ Median CQSt-*per-kit Vialues are $93 
aj: elementary, $49.50 at middle/ junior, and $38.50 at the 
senior high levels, . ' * 

o ' The range of costs for 'kits is exiremely large, extending from 
a low of $2.50 to a high of $379.95. - 

o ' For the county, more money was spent for ki^s ($98,027) than 
for workbooks ($81,884). ^ 

o Again, the largest FY78 expenditures for the county were a4: 
; the elementary level ($67,510). J 




^ Exhibit 14 

Purchasing ^hd Cost Data on Workbooks From the 
Matetlals'of Instruction Account During FY "1*78 



,4 

*» 

Sample 

Highest Cost It;em . 
Included in Analysis 

Lowest Cost' Item 

Included in Analysis 
Median 


Elementary 


~T 

Middle /Jr. 


Senior 


K-12 


$ 7.29 

. ' -41 


$ %95 
.15 
2.10 


$ 5.o6. 

.45 
*2.40 


$ '9.95 
.15 
1.62 


— — 

Expenditures for 
MCPS— Eatlmated 

''Number of items ordered 

Number of units ordered 

> Cost 

* 


1,172 

38,147 
$48,205.39 


» 106 
3,721 
$6,285.47 


166 
3,522 ^ 
$8,761.56 

•> 


4- 

^ 1,500 
"47,426 
$65,572.65 
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Ejchlblt 15 



PurchAsing^aik Coat Data on Activity Kits From the 
Materials of Instruction Account During FY 1978 





Elementary 


Middle /Jr. 


Senior 




Sample ' 




V ■ 




• 


Highest Cost Item 
Includ64 In Analysis 


$ 379.95- 


$ 288.40 


$ 100.00 


$ 379^95 


Lowest Cost Item 


4.50 


2.50. 


. 5.56 


2.50, 


Included in Analysis 
rieaisn 






^ SO 


74 00 


Expenditures for 
JMCPS--Estlmated 




✓ • 






Ntamber of items ordered 


431 


153 


97 


700 


Nimiber of units ordered 


519 


268 . 


225 


1,029 


Cost 


$67,510.11 

• 


$19,894.79 


'.$7,066.66 


$98,027.06 
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CHAPTER III: PROJECTED COST OF MEEHNG A PROPOSED TEXTBOOK STANDARD 

■ , » • * • ^ .-" 

The primary objective of this analysis was to answer the following question 

What would be tfte projected cost of adopting fpr MCPS the following 

standard: that each chilp Kave his/her own copies of the texts he/she 
uses In basic academic subjects? 



Assumptions ^ 

The analyst? presented here of proj.ected costs for meeting this sta^ndatd 
rests on a set of explicit assumptjltons regarding answerb to the following 
questions: 

1. * In eac^i basic academic jjublect, how many texts should be allocated 

to each student for his/her exclusive use ? 

2. How can the per unit costs of different types of texts be deter - 
mined ? 

3. Should it be assumed that books can be shared between classes ? 

< 

4. • What > assumptions should be made in relation to the value of teyts 

already in the schools ? 

^ ' 

This section presents the ass^ptions selected; provides a brief discussion 
.of competing assumptions which might have been adopted; and indicates the 
potential effect of these compeyting assumptions on the final outcome of the 
posting exercise. 

Question #1: "^ In each basic academic subject, how many books should be 
allocated to eaVh student for his/her efxclusive use ? 
* \ • ■ 

This question addresses the definition of demand to be used in the cost 
analysis. ^Different assumptions whicn\could have been adopted include the 
following: 



'^It should be noted that the .phrasing ofNthe proposed $tandard does 
not call for students to be supplied with textsXwhere the teacher has made 
t:he decision to use other instructional media in |>lace of texts; and it 
does not preclude students from being provided witK several texts for a 
given subject. It .merely says that where an Instructional decision has 
been made to use basic texts as an integral part of the instructional 
process In teaching a major subject^ a student should have his/her own 
copies of t^e bookg avail»able for use in class or at homeXwithout having 
to sliare with anyone else. 
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Alternative #1: Assume, for costing purposes^ that each student 

should be allocated one basic text, per year (elem^*- 
" tary) or per semester (secondary), In every basic 
academic subject for his/her exclusive use. Assume 
further that this text need not be the same for every 
student In a class. 

Alternative #2: Assume , for costing purposes , that the average number 
V * ^ of different tei^ students are priesently using In 

' ^baslc academic courses Is the best costing element to 

represent demand. For a class studying a basic 
academic subject* 

DEMAND - (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT U^S) x CLASS ENROLLMENT 

Alternative #3: Assume, for costing purflffses, that asking teachers 

how many texts they thlnJc they need foir each student 
^ Is the be^t Indicator of demapd|» 

All three of the^e approaches have their advantages and shortcomings 

k ' ^ '. . ■ 

The advantages of employing Alternative #1 are that^ It assumes an equal 
minimum distribution of resources across the system; It ensures that every 
student has at*leasl: one text to use In every basic academic subject; and 
yet It does not^ require that evexy 'student be ksslgned the same book. The 
disadvantages of this aLtematlve are that It Ignores the fact that there i 
Is presently a wide variation In the ntmiber of different basic texts used 
by students In different subjects; and that It might seriously Impede the 
development of a true multltext approach, since one book per student would^ 
probably prove Insufficient to^ support this strategy^ Adopting Alternative 
#1 would also not recognize the finding, presented earlier In this report, 
that a significant portion of MCFS teachers are deliberately not using any 
basic text with their classes; "and It might tend to be perceived as 
signaling disapproval of either this practice, or of the multltext .approach* 

Alteniatlve #2 assumes that the best Indicator of demand is the number of 
different texts students aire presently using In a glifen course; and that 
If one multiplies the average number of texts used by single student by t;:he 
class enrollment, a realistic demand estimate is generated* l^ls approach 
has the advantage of being based ^^In reality*' since it uses actual data 
relating, to present teaching practices in MCBS as the basis for the demand 
estimate. Where it departs from*' the status quo is/by substantially 
increasing the number of copies that teachers will have of each the book4 
tl^ey are presently using. ^ 
• ' * ^ 

To illustrate: i*^**'/ :x ^ * 

The data show that in the study sample, medn student textbook usage 
for high school mathematics was 1.09 hardback books and .21 paperback 
books « Using this method of foi^casting demand, one would th^n say 
that if the avetage class size ^ a high school math class were 28 
students 9 the theoretical textbook allocat^n for that class wotald be: 
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L.09 hardback books x 2B students - 30.24 har(ll>Ack bookH 
.21 paperback books x 28 students -.-s^^T^^^«rerback books 

It should be emphasized that this is a ttie^etical allocation, designed , for 
use in a costing algorithm. Adoption of this alternative would not mean 
that every high school math claps would auitomattcallv be allocated 3 0 hard- 
Jback books and 6 paperback books. Rather, ^bhese frgures would become the 
basis for determining the total amount of dollars heeded to purchase high 
school math books; and the allocation of those materials would be . the ^ ^ 
responsibility of indiyidual adwitiistrators' and teachers who would do their 
St. to; insure that an 'individ|»al student's needs would be met. 

The primary disadvantage of this technique is that it assumes that the 
present usage data ..which describes how many, books a typical student , is now 
using in each suUject represents a satisfactory situation. This may not 
be the case. As has already been discussed, present textbook utilization 
in MCPS is far loWer in the elementary grades ^:han in the secondary grades; 
and unfortunately there is no overwhelming evidence that indicates whether • 
this occurs by choice (i.e., elementary, teachers use far more workbooks and 
activity kits) or as a result of past allocation practices. 

^ . . , • , ■ •' 

Altema-rive #3 has the highest degree of face validity sir)ce it would use 
data, coming from individirtil teachers, which reflect their opinions as to 
what they need. However, if also poses some dif fixiulties . First, its use ^ 
would be viewed by some as fepresentipg "pie in the sky," since it 
assumes a level of resources far above the dfher two alternatives. Second, 
there are severe methodological problems encountered in posing the questions 
needed to gatheri the prerequisite data since one needs to firsTt ascertain 
present usage using the type of questions posed f6r Alternative #2; then one 
needs to determine what portion of the existirfg textsN;he teachet would 
really like to see replaced by new Series; then one i»eds to determine the 
number of additional -series the teacher would like to use; and finally on^ 
needs to determine the number of copies of .each series which w6uld' constitute 
the desired mix. A series of questions, many of which were discussed earlier, 
were included in the questionnaires to permit this type of analysis to be 
attempted. The word "attempted" is used deliberately, since this analysis ^ 
poses far more problems than wbuld the other two. 

After reviewing the implications of using the three alternative assumptions, 
it was determined that the one with the most advantages, and the fewest dis- 
advantages, , was the second. - Thi& decision was based primarily on two - 
factors: the costs resuming from using it fall in between the other two; 
and it assumes that present • teaching practices in MCPS, vis-a^vis the 
variety of ma1:eriAls an individual ptudent^wlll use, are essentially 
satisfactory. While it can be argued that selection ot this alternative 
will result in an underestimat^of needs (since ijt* does not ensure thaf 
every student . has at least one text 'and it does not allow for the fact that 
some teachers 'may not have available to them at present the variety of texts 
they really feel is necessary ), these" argumen-ts. will" be countered by those.- 
who feel that it represents an overestimate of needed resputcAs when com- 
pared to the cost estimates that would probably result firom using Alternative 

. / 



3a brief analysis of the effect of using Alternative #1 in place of 
Alternative #2 is contained in Appendix A. • , 
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ASSUMPTION A]« Asaunei for costing purpoaea,. that the average 
^ number of^ different texts 'studenits are presently " 

using In basic academic courses Is the best, 
c'ostlng ele&iifitit tb represent demand. For 4 
' clfis studying a'basid academic subject, 

DEMAND (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) x CLASS ENROLLMENT 



Question #2: tan, the per unit costs oWifferent types of texts 

be datermlned ? 



In examining different ways of ^bmputlng textbook costs, tlte decision was 
made to Include as mahy pertinent eltoe»«» as possible Into the process by 
which unit prices were established foii/texts. .The following as'bumptlon was 
adopted: . • * . • •* 



r o 

ERIC 




ASSUMPTlOljl #2: In estimating' the cost of books: 

a) the most recent prices would be used; 
^ b)^ no allowance for inflation would be made; 

' c) . costs Would be developed for broad subject 
: areas (reading/ language arts/English, foreign 
" ' ^ languages, ^social studies, mathematics, 

science) within type of school (elementary, 
. \ middle/ junior Jilgh, senior high); and 

d) costs of dlffereot media. In this case hard-* 
back books at/d paperback books ,^ would be 
treated separately* 



Since the, ifiost; recent prices were available, we felt that their use would 
be preferable to using 'an averages of all' prices paid during the past 12 
monthp for a title, or. a similar composite, measure. Tills was particularly 
true since our preliminary examination* of book cost trends showed that 
inflation has nots had a marked effect on costs over the past year. In yf- 
fact, tUls ol)8ervatlon led to our deciding not to Infl^^ate our price esti^oate 
by a "factor which would reflect the probable prices during the next few I 
*yeai;sl Evidently 'tompetltlon within the Industry had kept the prices pala 
for large quantities of books fairly stable. However, if prices should 
climb markedly and/ if this rise is not offset by drops in enrollment, this 
decision may lead to costs being Hijfiderestestimated by a significant amount. 

The dectdlAfI to gather precifse post estima(:es for subject, grad^ level, and 
media bonjWnatlons. was a reflection of the previously discussed variance 
found in costs between subjects,, media, and grade levels. 

Queftiilon #3; Should It be assumeST-t^t books can be shared among 
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If one assumes that in cases where a series is not used continuously In a 
classroom It is possible to. use Judicious scheduling to share sets of bookg^ 
among more than one class, significant cost savings can be accomplished. 
However, adopting this assumption implicitly requires teachers to modify 
their instructional approach in qrder to accommodate the constraint that a 
series may not always be available when a teacher would really like to UBfe 
it. In fact, it can be argued that adopting the assumption, that «ets of 
books should be shared between classes would be counterproductive to the 
thrust 61 the proposed standard,* and/or might result in maintenance of the 
status quo . Given these considerations, the following assumption 



adopted: y 



ASSUMPTION #3: The cost analysis should not assume that texts 

will be shared, among clashes « 



Question #4: What assumption should ^e made in relation to the value 

of texts already in the schools ? » ^ . ^ 

It can he argued^ that 'for a cost estimate to be developed which will 
accurately forecast the costs of raising the overall text inventory to the 
point where the proposed standard, will bemA, it is essential for the, 
value of the present book. inventftPjT^o-^e established. Using this argument 
leads* to the basic costing funct/lon: 

COST OF MEETING STANDARD » (DEMAND x UNIT COST) - VALUE OF PRESENT INVENTORY 

The manner ip which two aspects of this function, demand ej5timates and unit 
cost estimates, are being defined have been discussed above. The remaining 
problem is to determine the manner in which the present inventory will be 
valued 

There is no uniformity of opinion as to how long a textbook can be expected . 
to last. I^ersonnel concerned with textbook purchasing and replenishment • 
within MCPS provided our staff with estimates of four-six years for a hard- 
back book and one-two years for a paperback book, A small set of publishers 
contacted suggested that two-three years for a hardback book and one year 
for a paperback book were more appropriate. Realizing that many texts in 
MCPS are far more than six years old, and that many paperbaijsLa purchased 
more than two years ago are still in use, a final assumption developed : ' 



ASSUMPTION #4: In determining the value of the present MCPS 

textbook inventory, hardback books will be 
depreciated on a straightline basis over five 
/years and paperbacks will be depreciated on a ^ 
sltraightline basis over two years. Hardback 
books purchased prior to FY76, and paperback 
books purchased prior to FY79 will be valued 
at- zero. 
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Whlle^a surplus value could haVe been /placed upon materials which exceeded 
the depreciation perlbd, this was not felt to be desirable g;lven thb fa^pts 
that (1) many^4j(£^ these older books would be badly damaged; (2) othets^ would 
be dbsolet<f-: Vis*->a^vis their content; (3) it would be nearly impossible to 
verify the Inyewtoiyvaf^^ physically auditing every pchpol and 

add lii^. that' 1^ maintained by the warehouse; and (4) many of 

the tt^tctiets i^i^^ to the survey indicated a need for more recent and 

relevaiBt m^tet^als^ , . * 

' ' • *■ ' ' . • • ' ■ . 

Overall Estimate of Cost of Adqpting the Proposed Standard # 

The co9t analysis activity followed the guidelines developed in the previous 
section • Data collected from the sample of schools provided the demand data 
used to estimate the number of hardback and paperback books which individual 
students' are presently using In dilferent subject/grade level combinationfli* 
Wh^n the&e data were then linked to the utiit cost data obtained , from the 
MCI^S, purchasing system; again by^' subject /grade level combinations , the pre«> 
JlimiQ^ry^ cost estimate of n^eting the proposed st:j|ndard was developed. That 
prelinfiitiary cost estimate ^ which does not include a.n estimate of the valua^^ 
tl on' of the« present inventory of texts , is included as Exhibit 16. It shows 
the projected cost , per student in each grade range^ and the total projected ^ 
cost« using the FY80 enrollment estimates/ 

A$ shown irn Est^hib it 16> if the assumptions used in the cost model are 
accepted^ the following are the total valuta of the inventory heeded to 
sustain the proposed standard using the FY80 HCFS enrollment projections: 

■■' - ^ . ■ , ■ ' ■ t 

"Elementary - $1,321,362 - , 
secondary 3.9234W . 

\\. total; - $5,244,842 n 

It. .should be (^mphasized that the^e figures represent only the value of ^the 
text^Qeeded to sustain the proposed standard in what has been referred to 
in thts ^^ subjects. Since, historically, these^ 

subjects have consumed about 90 percent of the 01 Textbook Account**-* with the 
reinalnlng funds goiimg for purchase; in other subject areas ^fnd for some of 
the workbook purchases made each ybar, the total value of the inventory which 
would be needed would be in the range of 5.5 to 5.7 million dollars. 

Of , particular interest in this esthihit are the analyses of the per pupil 
Inventory costs* These figures are particularly useful since they can be . 
mult^lplled by any set of enrollment projections to arrive At estimated 
costs for, different size populations. Ihese weighted per pupil cost's are; 

cilementary student - $ 28.84 

middle/junior high student - 100.1? 
high school student - 53.65 

Tlie reason for the eXtreqiely high value for middle/ junior high school student 
is that this group combines the; high enrollment figures in basic academic 
subjects of the elementary school, with the high per unit textbook costs of 
the secondary school As discuQsed previously, the low cos-ts for elementary 



" Exhibit 16 

Preliminary Estimate of Cos.ts 
to Meet Proposed Standard ' 





Elementary^ 


J Coats Per 5tude|^ 
/ Middle/Junior High 


SenioY High 


(includes Heading) 


# H - 1.23 

# P - 0.93 

$ 8.01 
lOOX 


# H - 3.04 

# P - 2.79 

$ 12.42 


# H - 1.86 

# P - 4.23 

$ 12.97 
104.01 


« 

Foreign Lenguagft . 

\ 

% 

1 




# H - 1.08 

# P 0.67 

$ 10.34 
49.41 


# R - 1.14 

# P - 0.91 

% 12.10* 
34.41 


SocUl Studies 


« H - 0.68 
# P - 0.39 

$ 5.63 
lOOX i' 


# H - 2.56 

# P - 2.95 

1 $ 39.-97 ^ 
' 103. 8X 


« H - 0.88 
# P - 1.48 

$ 17.04 
84. 3X 


MatlicmAtlct 


# H - 1.25 
4 P - 0.47 

$ 8.44 
lOOX 


# H - 1.51 
- 0.05 

$ 12.22 
96.11 


# H - 1.09 
« P - 0.21 

$ 10.17 
77.71 


Science • 


# H - 0.89 

# P - ,0.31 ' 

$ 6.76 

. looa 


# H - 2.19 

# P - 1.13 

* 

$ 29.27 
97.01 


# H - A. 23 

# P - 0.97 

$ 19.38 
71.51 


WEIGHTED PER PUPIL 
COSTS 


$ 28.84 4 


$ i00.13 


$ 53.65 


MCPS|FY80 Enrollment 
Prpjectlons 


45»817 


( 

, 22,395 


31,334 


Projected Systen Cost 
(ValuAtion ofj Present 
Inventory not Con- 
sidered) 


$1,32.1,362 


$2,24^^411 $1,681,069* 


$1,321,362 


$3,923,480 . 
$5,744,842 - ^ 



# H * av.frAge nunher ot h^rdbiirks u^ed by individual student 

# P -^average munber of paperbacks used IndiyiiJ^ual student 

$ - inventory value of t^ooks needed to suM^Ty an Individual atudent • ♦ 
I - percei^t of studcota enioli?^l<^ courMa lo subject afjta (may exceed lOOt; 

Note: "Dipse represent costs^ for reaching inventory goals for 
tne baslf academic subjects only. Tliese presently 
consume about 90% Oj^ the 01 Textbook -Account. 
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atudenta probably iipflecta their teachers' reliance on other media such as 
atuaencB pro a y ^ textbook costs, and the 

'7." Borw«j; \^lr t'xtiSu. .'Uoctlon. ..d,tho.. to .ecnO- 

ary school students, 

interestlni to note thkt middle/Junior high school social studies 
U ?i' ti:"o:t expensive progr«..»lth . per pupil entltl«..nt of .l«o.t 
, $40 being required. \ 

Onc« the value o^f the needed inventory Is established, the next step is to 
^t a value on the existing inventory. The difference ^etween^these figures 
win then determine the amount of additional funds which will be needed to 
^irchase tSe :5SitL^l inventory which will be required to achieve „the 
proposed standard, 

Thp analvsis in which a valuation was placed upon the present inventory is 
liow^ Ei^ibUrU and 18. As discussed the previous section, hardback 
feZ terelepreciiteS over five years on a stralghtline basis and paper- 
backs were depreciated over two years. 

A „v,«^ Kv fhese exhibits. *the total valuation which is then placed oir~\ 
fhe exUtt5;gT„"ntfri 1. «62.312 for the elementary .choo} Invent^ and\ 
$931,937 for the secondary school inventory. V 

♦ T V IQ these values are subtracted from the required Inventory • 

In Exhibit 19, these values ar ^^^^^ \yetueen what 

values depl.c ted in Exhibit 15. ^ established. As shown in Erf^lbit 19 

^3!7r: nioMomrsT^^ ^^i\^%Trs ifp^rT''^"^'^ 

standard is to be met using the assumptions contained in this report. 

specif IdOerlod would be as follows: 

^ three years at $1,963^55 per year 
four years at l,69t7836 per year 



r five years at 1,528,686 per year 



A .ir. ^t,^« reoresents only the' 01 TeKtbook Account funds which would be used 
Ket^^cTa^^^^^^^^ s^uijects. Funding the other subjects an^^^^^^^^^ 
for all subjects which have come from that account in the past would requir 
thit each of the figures be increased by about 10 percent. ^ ^ 

Also of interest in these exhibits is the projection ^^J^' ^f/^^^^^^^^^^^' 
level of inventory i's achieved in the majbr subjects, "^^1/°*%*" ^ 

. rtiiatfd 11,3637686 per year thereafter, to maintain the value of the 
inventory so that the standard will continue to be met. 
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Exhibit 17 

\ 

Valuation of Elementkry ,;j^xtbook Inventory 



Expen<litureB from 
"Vear 01 Taxtbook Account 



Amount Uaad for g 
^urchaaing Hardcover and Depreciation 
Paperbook Texti in Basic Subjects^^ Basis 



FY79 


403,321 


FY78 


350,060 


FY77 


354,939 


FY76 


319,141 



\ 

„1 



358,956 
311,553 
315,896 
284,' 035 



\ 



807. 
607, 
407, 
207,. 



Preliminary 
Valuation 



287,165 
186,932 
126^358 
56,807 



Additional 
Deduction fo 
Paperbacks 

• 6Z 
21'7. 
217. 
217, 



1/ 



Final 
Valua- 
tion 



269,9^ 
147,676 
99,823 
44.878 



TOTAL 



562, 3li 



suBlectf "fnf ^? *' ^a I' estimated that 87, of 01 Textbook Account expenditures are used to purchase texts in other l 
Za^ I \ t I ! P""*^"« workbooks. Thus, 897, of the funds oan be assumed to be used to purchase hardcoveJ 

and paperback texts in .the^ basic subject. 1 * u«iucuvei, 

2a ■ 
h« ^^tr ^''^i™**^*^ 217, of eleiaentary expehditures went for purchasing paperbacks. For all years ei^^Smpt FY79, these, musi 
be vrttten off entirely. For FY79, an additional 307, 'depreciation must be taken on the 217, of the toS^ep Resenting 
paperbacks. Thus,' the additional deduction for FY79 is 6%. -^.^resencing 
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Exhibit 18 V 
Valuation of Sicohdary Textbook Inventory 




, Expenditures from' 
Year | 01 Textbook Account 



Amount Used for 
Purchasing Hardcovet and 
Paperbook Texts in Baiic^SubJe'Ots-=/ 



Depreciation 
Bfsis 



ary 



Preliminary 
Valuation 



l^dditional , Final 
Daduction for. Valua< 
'aperbacks- tion 



1779 


671,692 


577,655 


FY78 


626,382 


538,689 


mi 7 


602,837 


518,440 


me . 


* ^ 531,024\ 


456,681 




462,124 
323,213 
207,376 
91,33^ 



434,397 
258,570 
165,901 
73.069 



TOmL 931,^37 



J-Using FY78 data, it is estimated that 13,47. of 01' Textbook Accoutl^ expenditures are used to purdhase texts in 
other subjects, and .37. is used to purchase workbooks. This, 867. of the funds can .be assumed to be usVi to purchase 
hardcover and paperback texts in the basic subjects. Of this, an estimated 217. went\for the purchase df^aperbaoics. 

^An estimated 207. 6f secondary expenditures went for purchasing paperbacks. For all years except FY79, these must 
be written off entirely. For FY79, an additional 307. 'depireciation m:u8t be taken on tl^e 207* of the total representing 
paperbacics. Thus, the additional deduction for F^79 is 67.. * \ i 
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Exhibit 19 



Effects of Inclydlni Inventory Valuation 
In Co«t Estimate of Meeting 4ht 



^ 1 


Elementary 


Praliminary 
Cost Estimate^ 
Of Needed Inventor^ 

» — - 


" <V 

Present 
Inventory 
^ Valuation^ ^ 

tr 


Estimate of 
Total Amount 
Required 


1,321,362 

< 


562,312 


759,05(J 


SecoAdary 


1 ^ 3,923,480 


931,937 


2,991,543 


'total 


5,244,842 


1,494,249 


3,750,593 

^ , ^ 



^See Exhibit 1, 
2see Exhibit 2, 



Exhibit 20 
Three-Year Plan to Reach Inventory Goal 



/V FY 1980 , 
$1,494,249 



FY '1981 



FY 1982 



FY 1983 



Value of Beginning Inventory 

Depreciation on Beginning 
' Inventory v * 888,505 

Addition to Inventory 1,250,198 

Total Cost by Year 1,638,703 

Three- Year Average Coa% 1,963,755 

♦ 

Maintenance Cost . 

Fourth Year and Thereafter 



, $2,744,447 

713,557 
1,250,198- 

I 

1,963,755 
1,963,755 



$3,994,645 



1,038,608 
1,250,198 
2,288,806 
1,963,755 



$5,244,843 
1,363,660 

1,363,660 



1,363,660 



TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANDARD - $5,891,265 

>* . ! 

PROJECTED F^VE-YEAR COST - $8,618,585 

n 



.Note: These represent "costs for reaching inventory goals for the basic academic subjects only. 
These presently consume above pO% o» the 01 Textbook Account. 
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Exhibit 21 
Four-Year PlA to Reach Inventory Goal 



FY 1980 . FY 1Q«1 



Value of Beginning Inventory' $1.A9A.249 $2,431,897 



FY 1982 



Depreciation on Beginning 
Inventory . \ 

Addition to Inventory 

Total Cost by Year 

Four- Year Average Cost 

[Maintenance Cost 

Fifth Year. and Thereafter 



388.505 632.294 

9^7.648 937.648 

1,326.153 1.569.942 

1,691.836 1.691.836 



876.082 
937.648 
1,813.730 
1,691.836 



TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANDARD - $^Ji767.344 
PROJECTED FIVE-YEAR COST - $8.131 J003 



I 



FY 1983 



1,119.870 ^ 

93^.648 
2,057.518 
1,691.836 



\ 



\ 



•FY 1984 



$3,369,545 $4,307,193 $5,244,841 



1,3.63,659 



1,- 36 3. 65 9 



1,363.659 



0>w 




Exhibit 22 -f 
Flve-Year iPlan to Reach Inventory Goal 



••i-^- ■■ ^ — ^ ^ 


•fiTSso 


FY 1981 


FY 1982 


Ti 1983 


FY 1984 


ft 

FY "1985 


Value of Beginning Inventory 


$1,494,249 


$2,244,368 




$3,744,606 


• 

$4,494,725 


$5,244,844 


Depretiation on Beginning 
Inventory 


. 388,505 


583,536 


778,567 


973,598 


i,168,629 


1,3.63,660 


Addition to Inventory 
* 


750,119 


750,119 


750,119 


750,119 


- 750 119 




Total Cost by Cost 


1,138,6^4 


' i;333;655 


l,528f686 


1,723,717 


1,918,748 


1,363,660 


Five-Year Average* fcbSt 


1,528,686 


1,528,686 


1,528,686 


1,528,686 


1,528,686 




Maintenance Cos^ • 

oSlxth-Year and Thereafter 






m 

m 




■ ■ / 

• 


1,363,669 

f 


TOTAL COST OF REACHING STANl)ARlt - $7,643,430 






■ 1 




PRpJECTED FIVE-VEAR COST - 


$.7,643,430 








. ' ' 





.... -J ■ - ' • _ . -.. -v- 



tfte i' These represent costs for reaching InvSjjJ^ory goals for the balsc acaidemlc subjects orily. 

abov^''90% of the 01 Textbook' Account* 



. th^Se :^re8ently.^po|^8uine ab 

* ■ V' "* r> ... ', 



As a final note/ Exhibits 20^ 121^ and %1 also €xai|i£ne the total costs of 
reaching and maintaining the standard over: a £ive<-ye4r period « Not 
unexpectedly^ the lo>^e8t total investMnt is ma^e vh^n five years are 
allocated to meet the standard^^jid^ts^ tdtal in>i^stment projected as 
being. $7,643,430, paid out atfdie rat^ of $1,528,686 for five years. These 
figuras are therefore our best estimate of the cost ""of meetin|[ the proposed 
text^rook stajjlidard u^ing t^e j^sumptions set forth in this report. 
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APPENDIX A 



Results of Using a Different Standard for Defining Demand 

*In the previous section, three different assumptions relating to the 
manner in which demand would be defined' for the purposes of the coat 
fina lysis were discussed* The alternative which was selected, and which 
was used In all of the analyses presented thus far, said the following:. 

Asstime, for Ing purposes, that the average number of dlfferiant 
^ textsXtudents are presently using In basic academic courses lb 
the best costing element to represent demand* For a class 
^ studying a basl& academic subject, 

DEMAND « (# OF BOOKS INDIVIDUAL STUDENT USES) X CLASS EIJROLLMENT 



( A potentially less costly alternative, which was rejected because tt \ 
felt that It might be counterproductive, was the following: 

Assume, fbr costing purposes , that each studetit should be 
allocated one basic text per year (elementary) or per semester 
(secondary). In every major subject for his/her exclusive use* 
Assume further that thls^ need not be the same text for every 
student in a class* * 



was 



While the use of this assumption was rejected. It was felt that It might 
be interesting to examine the results 'it would yield* \ 

This alternative analysis Is shown In Exhibit A-1, Use of this assumption 
results in being able to meet the proposed standard — as modified by this 
assumption- -by expending approximately 1*1 million dollars on a one-time 
b^jjgis, and about $578,000 "per year thereafter* The total inventory value 
wiSch must be maintained Is only $2,220,570, ^s compared to $5,2H>842 . , 
under the previous assumption, ^For all practical pur^poses,^ this standard 
has probably already been met in several basic academic subject matter 
are^, * 




The purpose of presenting this alternative analysis is not t a recommend 
it* To the contrary, a rationale for not adopting it; has already |?een 
presented* However, it does provide a graphic illustration of the^manner 
Axi which competing assumptions can ^affect the ultimate cost projection* 
^For this reason alone it is useful. Also, It might suggest a completely 
different allocation standard, e*g*, one calling for each student to have 
an average of two, or even three, texts In e^^^ major subject* 



Also, we would warn that the textbook cost figures used in thl's exhlblvt 
are a weighted average of the per unit costs of hardback and paperback^ 
texts, respe^ively* Thus, the analysis assumes that approximately 20 
percent of the students in a given subject would receive a paperback as 
their iolejtext. 
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Exhibit A-1 



Comparison of Outcomes 
If a Different Demand Asiumptioil Was Used 



^ SUDJCQT 


Elementary 


Costs Per Student 
Middle/ Junior High 


1 Senior High 


Kngliah/Language Arts 
(Includes Reading) 


$ 3.70 
lOOX 


$ 2.13 \^ 
107. 9%V 


$ 2.13 
104% 


foralgn Language 


A 1 


$ 5.91 
49.4% 


, $ 5.91 


Social Studies 


$ 5.36 
lOOX 


$ 7.25 
103.8% 

> , .1 1 , Mil 


$7:^5^ 

84.3% 


\ 

Msthematic'^ 

\ 


$ 4.90 

100% 


$ 7.81 
96.1% 


$ 7.81 
' 77.7% 


> , — ^ — 1 — > — < — * — 

Science " 


$ 5.63 

ioo% 


$ 8.10 
97.0% 


$ 8.10 
71.5% 


TOTALS . ^ 


$ if. 53 


$ 28.11 


$ 22.22 


MCPS FY80 Enrollment 
Projections 


45,817 


22^95 


31,334 


Projected System Cost 
(Valuation of Pres- 
ent Inventory Not 
Considlered) * 

4 


$ 894,806 


$ 629,523 


1$ 696,241 


$ 894,806 

■i' 


$ 1^325,764 * 


$ 2,220,570 



'$ ■weighted cost of purchasing an Individual text (hardbacks and' paperbacks 

lire weighted according to their relative use In the subject area) 
' X • percent of studiiits enrolled In courses in subject area (may exceed 1007.) 



v 

Amount of inventory needed using alternative assumption 
Valuation of existing inventory 
Remaining inventory to be funded 



Annual amount needed to maintain an inventory at 



$2,220,570 



/ 



$2,220,570 

1,494,249 

fi 

726,321 

4 

577,348 



Note: These represent costs for reaching inventory goalis for the basic 
academic subjects only. These ptisently consume about 90% of ,the 
01 Textbook Account. 
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APPENDIX B 

Summary of Review of Findings Presented in This Report 

This report was JLbmibted for review to all members of the Administrative 
Team and to Dr, Clbrlel Massaro, Mr« Douglas Hall^ Mr* Mason Nelson, Mr« Anson 

Wilcox, and Dr^^^^orge Goldsmith* As a function of this jreview process, a 
number af questions regarding the survey findings and assumptions used to 
estimate projected costsvwere raised* These questions and the responses 
of the Department of Educational Accountability (DEA) are presented ^elow: 

Question #1: The data in».Exhibit H suggest a surprisingly limited use of 
hardback and paperback, books at the elementary levels Is use of textbooks 
at this level somehow undetttetimated ? ' ' . 

DEA Response ; The DfeA is also «urprised^by the figures for textbooks 
usage at the elementary level and shares the concern that the data may 
represent an underestimate of usage in gwides kindergarten through six* 
There is, hovj^ver, no ready explanation fgr why suqh an underestimate 
might have occurred. If these figures are too low, the consequende 
^ would be an increase in the projected costs piresented in Chapter III. 



Question The cost projections assume that no' sharlnjt of texts occurs . ^ 

This means that ypies of botfr textfs i^sed all year long and texts used for 
a limited amount of time during the school year^ e.g^^ two-three months , 
would be provided to 9tudents for their exclusive use. Is this assumption 
of no sharing Justified? Does Its inclusion overly inflate the projected 
costs of providing needed texts ? ' 

< DEA Response : As discussed in Chjapter III, a number of alternative 

assumptions could havjer^ been made regarding the sharing of textbooks, 
^e assumption selected by DEA of no sharing of textbooks clearly 
^ provides a higher estimate of the costs of meeting the proposed 

j standard than would other alternatives. However, if use of the ''no 

sharing" alternative did result in an overestimate of needs, it would 
follow that the^ average student«*use figures presented in Exhibit' 3 
would appear tp be suspiciously* high. This is not the case. In fact, 
as shown by the first comment, at the elementary level the estimate 
I appears to 'be suspiciously low. This can only lead us to assume that 

> ; when respondi>ng to the question "How many texts do students in your 

class typically use in this subject?" most teachers did not include 
texts used for short amounts of time and therefore ^amenable to sharing 
0 with other teachers. Based on this, we do not feel that adopting the 

"no sharing" assumption seriously biased the results upwards. However, 
* ' If requested to do so, we can easily provide alternative costings ba^ed 

on other assumptions, e.g., 10 percent of the texts will be shared by 
two classeis, 20 peircent of the texts will be shared by three classes, 
etc. , » ' 



Question #3: In calculating the value of the present inventory, straigh^r 
ling depreciation rates were used for all subjects. Is this straightline 
approach the best? Do textbooks in alt" sub jects dep'reclate at the same rate? 
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PEA Response : Other depreciation rates could have been used; and 
theset^mlght have had slgnlflcAnt Impact on the cost estimate* We con** 
cur that some textbooks, e»g», literature t^x€s, might not become 
out-of-date as rapidly as others such as science or social studies 
texts* However, some of the latter may be obsolete in less than the 
five years allocated for hardbacks • Also, know that ipany paperbacks 
V- do not last ^or two years; and that many hardbacks are lost or 

destroyed in lesS than five years* Again, we stand by our assumptions, 
but are willing to cost out alternative depreciation assumptions , 

Question #4: The projected cost estimates, do not Take into account pie 
effects of declining enrpllment* Does this provide an overestimate of 
lonR-tIrm need ^ ' " " 

PEA Response ; Two factors were ignored in developing the projected 
crfst estimates: declining enrollments and increasing textbook costs 
due to inflation. The assi^ption was tacitly made that these would, 
to at least some extent, cancel each other out. To the extent that 
this assumption is incorrect, the cost estimates may be too high or 
^ too lowv ^ ; ^ 

r » 

Question #5: Jhe study does not' address either the philqsophical basis or 
empirical soundness of adopting the standard that each child hav^ his/heir 
own copy of the texts he/she uses in basic academic subjects. Is there 
any evidence to show that any positive educational impact should be expected 
from its adoption ? f 

PEA Response : In initiating the textbook study, PEA attempted to 
locate research on textbook, usage relevant to possible relationships 
between either funds allocated for textbooks or textbook usage and 
achievement* Neither through searches of the ERIC system nor conver- 
sations with/, experts In the field of education and curriculum 
developmerUr were We able to locate such studies. We therefore limited 
our analy/es to describing current usage patterns and the projected 
^ costs of mieeting the standard described above. We do not consider 

these analyses to be an evaluation of that standard from an educational 
Standpoint, Given the lack of relevant data on potential Impact, the 
decision regarding either the advlsa^lity or the cost-benefits of the 
standard used here Is better left tc^he judgment of policy makers 

familiar with the needs of our school system, 

•I ' 

Question #6: The study falls to address a number of important decisions 
regarding alternative funds ^ allocation, strategies fy meeting the defined 
needs. For instance,, could some of the costs for texfibooks be defrayed by 
using monies from the instructional materials acco'ljp^ Po the projected 
cost analyses assume that all schools will receive the same amount of money 
re|^ardle9s of current need? Po the analyses imply that the sapie textbook 
series should be purchased for all students in a givep grade or subject 
matter ? 

PEA Response ; The questions regarding alternative funds allocation 
strategies specified above are extremely important and will need to be 
taken into account in developing strategies for filling current needs. 
The rep|>rt by PEA does no^t address these issues, Ihese questions ar«, 
we feel, more appropriately the responsibility of administrators in 
the school system* 
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